GTE Calculated Manhole Investment

Excavation &
Excavation &  |Backfill Excavation &
Manhole 12' X6' X 7 Material Backfill (Rural) |(Suburban) Backfill (Metro)
Contractor T $2,340
Contractor U $3,389
Contractor V $3,625
Contractor W $3,625
Contractor A $3,500 $4,200 $8,500
Contractor B $4,000 $4,500 $5,000
Contractor D $2,800 $2,800 $3,200
Contractor | $11,642 $1,767 $2,067 $2,667
Contractor C $1,614 $1,830 $2,140
Contractor J $1,825 $850 i $1,250 $1,700
installation Installation Instaliation
Material (Rural) (Suburban) (Metro)
High| $11,642.00 $4,000.00 $4,500.00 $8,500.00
Low | $1,825.00 $850.00 $1,250.00 $1,700.00
Average|  $4,407.67 $2,421.83 $2,774.50 $3,867.83
Total installed Average $6,829.50 $7,182.17 $8,275.50
Manhole Material & Installation
$13,000.00
$12,000.00
$11,000.00
$10,000.00
$9,000.00 High
$8,000.00 Low
$7,000.00 = Average
$6,000.00
$5,000.00
$4,000.00 T
$3,000.00 s
$2,000.00 d
$1,000.00
$0.00 ' . :
Material Installation (Rural) Installation (Suburban) Installation (Metro)
—_— { i 4[ )
The total material cost for the Contractor T value includes the cost of frame and cover based on the values in the Inputs Portfoli
The Contractor U value includes material plus installation as quoted in the source document. |
The Contractor V and Contractor W values include the cost of delivery based on the Inputs Portfolio values.
The Contractor | value reflects an average of the price quotes provided in the referenced document.
The Contractor J values include the cost of delivery from the Inputs Portfolio.
1 I
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Page 55 Page 37
{ A. ., lhose that are meaning?ul at the time | ' 1 | not really readily available in a lot of places.
2 | try to. Of course when it fills up [ heve to clean 2 C.  Alt right.
3 | iz out because some of them are duplicaiien ard siuif 3 A, - Crit's proorietary.
4 | Like that, byt { keep -- try to keep what [ can. -4 0. Dz you kecp catabases for |
3 Q. #How, you irdicated that you were 5 | udergrourd fractices, buried fractions, aerial
3 | constanzly trying to expand or wpgrade your database? & | fraciions? :
7 A. Correct. . 7 A. N3, Qther than jus: the nNoles «nere
3 Q. Do you actually have a separate 8 | somebody may have irclicated what they let 11 was in
9 | catabase? ' 9 | their area or what ! may have observed in some
10 A. For different -- different pieces of 10 {areas. [‘ve trisd to visit the states a liccle bit
1 1, yes. 11 | ahead of time if at all possible to personally
12 0. Okay. W&hat sort of database do you 12 | observe vhat's -- what's there.
13 | maingain? ' 13 0. .Do you keep, for example, infsrmation
% A.  uell, ‘for the things that -- again & | on your database with respect te HID costs?
15 | as -- ihese are things that [ personally have besn 15 A, TYss, ' '
15 | involved with, | just maintain a spreadshest uizn -- 16 Q. A< would the database, for exavle,
i7 [ well, exanmple being the contractor prices. 17 | have all of the quotes that you received, for ezamle
3 Q, for shat types of things? 18 | for the .price of 3 §1D?
9 A. Cadle plowing, trenching, drop 19 A, TYes.
2 | placement, outside plant comstruction type work. 20 8. ard so0 the catabase that' you maintain
2 8. anrd hat‘s all maintained on a computer 21 | would be the most corplete documenzation of atl he
2 | database? ’ ' 22 | ditferent pieces of information that you've
3 A.  Yeah, | have -a spreacdshest | ise. B | received.
% Do you have a hard copy of it as wel(? 21 A.  Tha: !'ve personally, okay. #ow,
35 A, Vith me you mean? 35 | 4r. Donovan or somebocy else may have jotten soe
Page L& Page 48 )
H 0. Yes. 1 | other prices, Ul hese are ones that {'ve prrsorally
2 A, Ko, | Zon’i have orne with me, 2 br~en involved in. )
3 } Q. uell, do you have o 3t home? 3 C. #How, have you s\ared he sprescshens
< A, Yeah, | -- wmell, [ mean, 1 can prin: L | with other people an the engineering team?
3 {ore out. ) C S A Tes, 1 have.
) 0., what other inforvotion is contained on ) g, In electronic or docurentary fzra?
7 | your tatabases? , 7 C AL ‘lts:tromt. ‘
s "A, Vell, T've just kept The rotes that 8 0. Do you know if tht'y hecp - it e
F{lve -+ from varwus s.ates. 9 | other prople on 10w engineering team keep heir own
2 5 B No 4 moant with rspcct to wha: 10 ' ) G ot
e r;r-s -~ what othtr ‘“vpv-s ot - 11
i2 AL nh =aterial costs. Sy :akmq each -- 14 1
3 uc‘\ irem and rp.m:mq the prices that -- in there s 13 ‘c, m tm 'wer mm any of 297 - !
12 "\a' ~ Can come 1p ~iTh 3 reasonmable or an average K |any - B '
19 | orice if possxblz. 15 A,  I'es golten information on - 137 they
) 8. Anything else? Lebor costs? 14 | had on particular items that 1 may have noede? =r
Wl A. Mg, the lador, | don't grt inveleed in 17 { masn’: able 29 or \& t taken -- had the time 12 got ]
3 :’at labor -- well, contract price is -- includes tha: 18 | a price on, - . s
-9 { labor is there, dut 1 don’t mointain the individual 19 0. Onihe er-gimrinq team, are you the
23 ﬁ:a::s; labor Tate. 1ha: s rot - not a function "X |ove responr.lbtc fnr keepmg the spreadshect?
s '1 - Taken on. " 2 B wp Im‘s smhmg hat l‘- done as
» a, iho's uiv.-n on that furction? 2 1an mdswd»l 1o kecpw um:y. :
A _.To ths extent possidle, | bolieve . 3| : no you keow 1€ othef p-.-oplv.- have kept 3
sayse the Nazfield preple or soreecy n
+ that's information that's =~ -
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. . . ) o s
Date: Sun Jan 19, 1987 01:05 pm EST

From: John C. Donovan / MCZ ID: 2135-2655

TC: - ' ‘

cc; AR PRI, .S REANNCN . B

cc: Dick Chandler / MCI ID: 435-0695

cC:

cC:

cc: Robert Mercer / MCI ID: 437-8763

cc: '

Sui;j ect: Surface Texture Conditions
Message-Id: 31970118180513/0002152655PKSEM

'Dean,

Az the FCC Joint Board hearings, it became cbvious that even thougch
surface texture and slope are unimportant factors compared toc competitive
bidding, igmoring such indicarors doesn't sell well to the uninformed.

Therefore, we are pianning to incorporate this items in the Hatfield

~ Model version 3.

Attached is an excerpt from BCM2 on surface texture indicators.

'0' means that BCM ignores them as far as having any effect .on trenching
and plowing. 'l' means that BCM applies a miltiplier. I would propose
continuing with the same 0 and 1 indications, unless you or a-contact
yvou make think otherwise. I have added 2 columns to the spreadsheet.

One to indicate whether we believe the USGS indicator applies throughout

-the entire CBG, or whether only a portion of the CBG is likely to be

effected. The other-column is for an expert opinion as to the effect
of the scil condition on the cost.

. We heed to lock this down ASAP. If vou could(mke up some default
mmbgrs\today, we could always change them before publishing the model.

.John Donovan

Enclosures:

BINARY: SURFTEX.XLS saved in C: \MATLROOM\ENCLOSE\SURFTEX.XLS .

N l;{,,l. R
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,guys and anchors. Exh 40, RAM-a at16

DOCKET NOS. UT-gsoasg,'U'r_ssosm; UT-960371 o PAGE 25

the h|gh prices reflected the contractor's perception of installation condrtlons whlch
differed from the views of other contractors.

95. Even |f the tefms' had been defined in the qtiestionn’aire, the collection of
data should have been done in a manner consistent with the way in which the
information was to be used in the Hatfieild Model. That is, the definition of rocky soil

. provided to the contractors should have been consistent with the way in which the term

is used in the Hatfield Model. We note that while the Hatfieid Input Portfolio discusses

- the modeling of soft and hard rock, these terms do not appear in the questionnaire sent

to some of the contractors. Exh. CC-54, Attachment A, Bates GHATF000262-
GHATF00265; Exh. 40, Hatfield Model Release 3.1 Inputs Portfolio, Section 2.7, and
Hatfield Model

96. We fihd that the outside plant data collected from the..vendors by the

: Hatfield engineering team do not provide sufficient validation for the opinion of these

experts. _ S -
97. ltis unfortunate that GTE. did not propose altemative input vaiues for the
Hatfield Model. The FCC has stated that an incumbent local exchange carier,.such as
GTE, is obligated to prove the nature and magnitude of the costs it seeks to recover:

We note that incumbent LECs have greater accessto the
cost information necessary to caiculate the incremental cost
of the unbundled elements of the network. Given this
asymmetric access to cost data, we find that incumbent
LECs must prove to the state commission the nature and
magnltude of any forward-looking cost that it seeks to
recover in the prices of mterconnectlon and unbundled
network elements.

FCC Interconnectlon Order at 1]680

. 98. ln summary, the Commnssaon disagrees with the method used by the
Hatfield team to collect data from outside plant contractors. However, no reasonable
alternative Hatfield Model input values were provided. Consequently, lacking an
altemnative, the Commission will utilize the model’s default values. Qur determination of

I A1

the loop cost has taken into account the likelihood that the Hatfield Model understates -

cable placement costs
B. Pole Costs

99. The Hatfield Model assumes that a 40 foot, class 4, pole can be installed
for $417.00. This value reflects the material and Iabor costs as well as penodlc down-
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06/12/97 DEAN FASSETT
» Page 121] . Page 123
1 wmﬂdnmabnsmsonaymyouwouldnma 1 ﬂnlabormandﬂ:at'shownmvwat&m. 5
zw 2 business from what would be reasonable, lowest bids, 2 Q Okay. If we take 150 minutes, that's 2.5 a
‘ 3 knowing that you were going to get a quality — the 3 hours. »
4 same product or the same service delivered toyouand | 4 A Right. Which is excessive in my opinion.
~ | 5 I've asked that if they publish this again, that they 5 Q. But if we multiply that times —
" | 6 remove averages because it just clouds the whole 6 A If a technician can't place a drop in an
~7 issueandit'snotthevéayyouwouldpropcrlymnav 7 bour, there's something wrong. Ihaveanlssuc
8 business, especially if you're building a telephone 8 personally with that number.
9 network in a TELRIC environment. 9 Q. Allright Ifwetakez.shoursnmesthe
10 Q. Who did you ask that question to? , 10 direct loaded labor rate $35 —
11 ° A. Istated that I believe to Mr. Donovan and 11 A. Correct. B

— bt e
H W W

I've stated that to one fellow at Hatfield I believe
that was —
Q. Do youlmowwho?

— s
S WD

Q. — doesn't that total around $33?
A. But I think the model does - I'm not certain
how the mode] handles drop because I think you're

D
B R

1 Q Howxsthstmnnberamvedat? SP-

- -

15 A Dave Nugent. 15 talking two pair, you have two lines-in there, I'm
16 Q. What were their responses? : 16 pot a hundred percent certain on how the model does
17 A That they agreed with me, that that's not how 17 that, . .
18 you would — how you would award bids is on average. {18 ~ Q. Okay. So you don't know how that number °
19 Q. Would you take the lowest? ' 19 is— '
'l20 A Iwould take the lowest qualified bidder 20 A Idon't know.
' that'sgomgtog:vemethequahtypmdnct.andlfl 21 Q 'I'hcamaltota]number:snotsomcthmgthat
: knowthosebxddc:sandthey'mgomgtongemthe 22 you've done —
2 Page 122 | Page 124
1 qna]xtypmducf,thcnl'mgomgtoawardthebxdto 1 A No.
2 them. That's the way you would, especially in an 2 Q — to support —
3 cnvxronmcntthatwe:ebui]dmg&nshypothcucal 3 A.I'vepmvxdedcostpa'foot,costpcrhowﬁ
4 petwork. : 4 you will, which is in there, that's a figure that we
5 Q. Okay. All right. Whydon'twcmoveonto 5 know basically from what loaded rates are. And the
6 first of all the placement of acrial drops. ThatI- 6 ﬁmeofthcdistqnee,lhadinputintothedismncg
7 behevexsonlestillomeSonpage9 | 7 onthose.
.8 = A Correct... : S T AL Lo g8 Q. Okay. Ifwebreakomthataenaltotal ,
9 Q l'hathasyomacnal*total. 9 number 58.33, notJustforthatbmfortbeenm
10 A Correct.. i s , 10 column there, aerial total — -
1. Q Italsomovcrtopagelo youhavea - 11 - A Comrect. .- '
12 page 10 that has aerial drop placement which is 12 Q-—wecan-— 1fwed1v1dcthatbythelcngth
13 more — a more extensive chart. 13 ofﬂzdropwegetapncepafoot,conect"
14  A.:Correct. . |14 A Yes. .. _ - .
15 Q Okay. Ijusthaveoneqmnkovarvxew 15 Q Okay Andso—
question. The aerial total number for the two lowest |16 A.Instnlledpnccthaiwoﬂdbc .
density areas, zero to five and five to 100 — 17 Q.-Okay. Which is the-same thing as our
"A. Yes,Isecthat - . 18 msta]bddropylaccmentwm,thWemeust
Q- sm5833 $58.33 AL PRI 19, talking about. ..~ e e €
A Correct. - o 20 S L

A (Noddmghad.}
Q Andszedoihatmgﬂnsssiimd 150.-‘

" A 1 believe it takes the instaliafion Sme and |

feetweget:—;mm“dm&'ﬁ?’maﬂ: —39cents

T Pl Pagem"
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WHY THE DEFAULT INPUT FOR AERIAL DROP PLACEMENT COST

DIFFERS FROM MR. MURPHY’S CALCULATIONS?

. The aerial drop parameter referred to by Mr. Murphy is actua.ﬂy' a typographic

error in a DRAFT copy of documentation known as the Hatfield Input Pbrtfolio
binder. The installation time for placement of an aerial drop in the two lowest
density zones was supposed to have been 100 minutes, not 150 minutes. Hence, the

per miniitg cost of S .5833 times 100 minutes equals $ 58.33 per drop. In my

. opinion, the 100 minute (’1 hour and 40 minute) insfall_ation time is very

conservative, and is significantly longé'r than the time required in actual practiée.
This work operation, on average, should take no longer than 30 minutes by a
skilled craftsperson, especially in a TELRIC environment where several drops

would be placed at the sai:)e time.

I am sure Mr. Murphy would agree that when he was a installation manager at
NYNEX,‘it would have been unacceptable for a Mhnicﬁn to have averaged 100
minutes ﬁ;r the phceﬁent of aerial drop wire. In fact:, the ECRIS program, (
Engineering Construction Records Inventory System ) dédoped and used by :
NYNEX, Mr. Murphy’s previous employer, allﬁws a teé'lnnician a;;proximately 550 . :

minutes per drop when placing multiple drops. This includes any travel and set up

time as well. Mr. Murphy criticizes the aerial drop placing cost as being

understated in the Hatfield Model; yet installers working for ILECs are not
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INTEREST RATE

Eighteen (18) percent per annum compounded daily
(Reference Article V, Paragraph 5.2 & Article VIII, Paragraph 8.1).
UNAUTHORIZED ATTACHMENT CHARGE
$60.00 per pole |

(Reference Article V, Paragraph 5.4).

BASIC POLE HEIGHT

Forty five (45) ft. Class 4, FIR or Equivalent
(Reference Article IX, Paragraph 9.;3).

INSPECTION AND TREATMENT FEE
$40.00 per pole
(Reference Article X, Paragraph 10.5).

ATTACHMENT A

» '!?"! 1:
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ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING PRACTICES ' SECTION 9
CHGE - NYTCO ' ' : : PAGE 7 OF 8
’ ISSUE 1

Z . Where street 'thts or private area lights are fed- by means of
" a drip loop entering the bracket from the surface of tbe po'le.
'NYTCO's-messenger will be at least twelve (12) inches below the
'lowest part of the loop, unless the drip loop is en;:‘losed in an
: aﬁproved insulating conduit. : ‘ V ‘
3. Due' care should be exercised in opening connec.ti'ons between
the grounded systems. When a NYTCO messenger is removed, NYTCO
shall disconnect the bonding conductor, remove as much of it as
pract'lcﬂ and securely fasten the remaining wire out of the way.

9.10 Riser Pipe Attachments

Each Party will generally be allowed no more than two (Z) risers
per pole without consent of the other Party. ]

Risers should be located on the p61e in the safest avaﬂable‘ '
position with respect to climbing space and pbssible'exposure to )
traffic damage.. C ]

CHGE \ml normally place 1ts risers on the ﬂe'ld qunrter auay
from traffic. '

NYTCO will normally place its risers on the road quamr my B

from traffic or the field quarter toward traffic.
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Exhibit 4
Analysis of the HAl and BCPM Models Input Parameters and Factors
For Cable Costs
by Network Engineering Consulting, Inc.

There are a number of input parameters and factors that the Commission should
consider for copper and fiber cable. However, a direct comparison of cable input
parameters for the HAl and BCPM models is complicated by serious differences in the
models’ methodologies. The HAl Model's single default cable input values bundle all
relevant costs (material, engineering, placing, splicing, supply, taxes, and messenger
strand (which is only used in aerial environments)). By bundling these unique costs,
which are supported only by expert opinion, the HAl Model hides them from
examination and adjustment by the users, which makes an “apples-to-apples”
comparison to actual costs incurred by the ILECs almost impossible. BCPM, in
contrast, provides users with the capability to individually account for material, supply,
placing, splicing and engineering costs, as well as taxes, by structure type. Messenger
strand, which is used to support aerial cable and requires a separate placing operation,
is also identified separately in BCPM.

The Commission should also address input parameters for the aerial, buried, and
underground distribution and feeder mix. A direct comparisoﬁ of aerial, buried and
underground distribution plant mix from the HAl and BCPM Models is not possible since
the HAI Model includes block and riser cable and the BCPM Model varies plant mix by
terrain type. However, the HAI Model has included an algorithm that overrides the

user’s specified mix based on a life-cycle cost analysis that is performed in the model.

Comments of GTE
June 1, 1998



The support for the parameters behind the analysis is only “expert opinion.” While GTE
prefers the approach used by the BCPM Model compared to the HAI Model, GTE’s
position is that the Commission should use company-specific input values by state that
are based on an examination of each company’s current practices, not default input
values based on “expert opinion.”

Another cable-cost related issue is both the method and input values to
determine the drop lengths, drop wire costs and terminal costs. The HAl Model 5.0a’s
drop costs are based upon an aerial/buried mix by density zone, a material cost per
foot, a fixed length of drop by density zone, and a labor cost per placement (not by foot)
for aerial drop wire in each of the density zones. The drop cost assumptions understate
the length of the drop and the investment for both aerial and buried drops.

The HAI Model engineering team received five estimates concerning drop length
in response to their surveys sent to various contractors.! For rural areas, the lengths
ranged from 94 to 375 feet. For suburban areas, length ranged from 75 to 100 feet.
Although the shortest drop distance estimated in the industry survey was 75 feet, the
HAI Model assumes a drop distance of 50 feet in high-density zones. The HAI Inputs
Portfolio, quoting from a Bellcore survey, indicates that, based on the most recent

nationwide study of actual loop lengths, the average drop length is 73 feet.?

' See Exhibit 3 for a more detailed discussion of the support material used by the HAI
Model Developers to determine the default values in the HAlI Model for drop wire
distances, buried drop wire placement costs and aerial drop placement costs.

2 HA! Inputs Portfolio, Section 2.2.1.

Comments of GTE 2
June 1, 1998



